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SUMMARY

This internship study was designed to relate all MTP student responses,
as well as responses from the 1972-3 non-MTP {Faculty of Educationa!l
Development) Research Associates on a fifty item internship questionnaire.

Some of the major findings and implications sre listed below under the
major heading of: Preparation of Internship(s), Choice of Internship(s),

Nature of Internship(s), and ldeal Internship(s).

Preparation for Internship(s)

Coursework completed prior to internship experience improved
the competence of interns.

Cholce of Internship(s)

Geierally, adequate information trom which to choose an
in ernship position was not available for the majority
ot interns.

Nature of {nternship(s)

The majority of MTP and non-MTP interns felt their internship
experiences were positively correlated to their interests.

Few interns were 2xploited during internship experiences.

The majority of interns from both populations felt:

1} supervisors usually provided sufficient explunation of
duties and were available when needed, 2} they were able to
discuss internship related problems with their direct
supervisors, 3) that the work they complieted was of benefit
to their Ssupervisors,

The majority of MTP and non-MTP interns felt: 1) they
gained practical knowledge from their internship that will
be useful in relation to their career goais, 2} that the
internship experience was the most beneficial aspect of
their program of study.
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MT? interns may have been engaged in more activities that
they perceived as being valuable than non=MTP internt.

[deal Internship(s)

There should be more than one alternative from which to
choose an internship position.

Internships should be located equally on and off campus.
The majority of interns felt at least one internship

experience should be required of each Educational
Development student,

Findings from this internship study enabled several recommendations
to be made concerning the 0,5.U. Faculty of Educational Development and

its future involvement in organizing internships.




PURPOSE

Consortium-based internships within the Model Training Project

were to be operationally tested over a three-year period beginning
in January of 1971, During the project's two years of operation,
‘ull testing of the consortium-based internship component did not
occur. However, if one chooses to think of the internship as Sibley
{1963) thought of the apprenticeship, ie., *'learning by working
under the personal direction of a mature professlonal person!t,-each
MTP student did participate in an OSU~based internship.

Since the majority of on-the-job student training took place
within the 0Sy Evaluation Center where MTP students worked under
the direct supervision of staff members in a mutual effort to develop
an evaluation training model, the purpose of this report is to
describe these internship experiences in light of the following

variables:

Preparation for internships

A. Completed coursework that helghtened internship
competence

B. Coursework that could have potentially heightened
internship productivity

Choice of internship(s)

A. Method of choosing internships

B, Availability of information concerning Internship
positions

C. Occurrence of intern-outcome internship descri¥tions

D. Number of positions from which choice was usually made

€. Conditions under which non-paying positions would be
acceptable

Nature of internship(s)

A, Correlation to interests

B. Emphasis of internship activities (RDD or E)
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Percentage of work since internship involvement related
to the RDD or E thrust of internship activities
Percentage of on-job internship time spent on specific
internship tasks

Extent of exploitation

Supervisor-explanation of duties

Supervisor availability

Freedom to discuss internship problems with supervisor
Supervisor benefit

Duplication of course-content areas between and among
internship experiences

Practical knowledge/skills gained

Beneficiality in light of total program of studies
Frequency in which specific internship activities occurred

Vatuable experienced activities

Potentially valuable non-experienced activitles

fdeal internships

Ao
Bo

c’
DO
EO

Range of alternative internship positions
Arrangement/amount of internship involvement during
program of studies

Timing of first internship experience

Locations of internship positions

Internship mandate

This study was not intended to show causes, reject hypotheses,

nor solve problems. Exploration of the outlined variables enables

discussion relative to the past and future, and relative to realistic

and ideal perspectives.




RELATED LITERATURE

Why Internships?

- Some recent papers supply rationale concerning the potential

of internships; therefore, answers to the question *Why Internships?"

could be:

10

'To lessen the gap between theory and practice."
(Ryerson, 1967)

To broaden and deepen the effect that comes from
increasing the number and variety of experiences in a
situation more closely resembling that in which the
student will find himself after completing his pro-
fessional preparation.' (Model Training Project
Internship Guidelinesr, 1972)

Because of '"its unigueness as a mode of learning. . .the
contact it provides the student with professionals in
professional settings.'" (Model Training Project
Internship Guidelines, 1982)

'"To provide opportunity for each intern to intellectually
formulate self-regulating personal and professional
decisions in a true. . .environment 8s opposed to the
traditional pseudo-situation." (Ryerson, 1967)

Because it 'assures the student an opportunity to see
the interrelatedness of activities and to view the in-
formal structure that is a major part of any professiunal
organization." {Model Training Project Internship
Guidelines, 1972)

'To provide options for students to be exposed to and
develop a service-learning life style." (Corey, 1972)

Because 'every internship may reflect the unigue learning
needs, styles, and interests of students.' (Model
Training Project Internship Guidelines, 1972)

"fo increase university and coliege student involvement
with public needs and opportunities." (Corey, 1972)

11




9. 'To increase the utilization of cff-campus learning
environments.' (Corey, 1972)

internships-How?

Suggestions and recommendations concerning how internships
should be structured, managed, and menitorcd can be found in the
work of Worthen and Roaden (1971). Although they studied research
assistants involved in research (rather than development and/or

evaluation) activities, it is assumed here that their recommendations

(if the phrase '"research and/or development, evaluation' is substituted

for the word "'rasesrih') could be generalized to research associates
live those used in this internship study, who were involved mostly
in development and evaluation activities. On the basis of the findings

Worthen and Roaden recommend:

1. "Do make certain that assisting in the conduct of research
is the primary activity of the research assistant,"

Do involve the research assistant in every conceptual
aspect of the research process, helping him to function
as much like a full-fledged researcher as possible,

Do teacn and encourage the assistant in th2 use of the
computer and related data-processing equipment.

Do provide opportunities for the asSistant to construct
research instruments and to interpre“ data collected with s,
these instruments. .

Do involve the assistant in the use of as many statistical

techniques as possible, making czrtain that he understands

both the situations in which the techiniques are appropriate
and the manner in which they should be applied.

Don't use the assistant to perform secretarial tasks.
Do make certain the environment in which the assistant

works is hospitable, both philosophically and physically,
to the conduct of resezrch activities,




Do make certain that research projects to which assistants
are assigncd are conducted in such a way as to maximize
the probability that they wiil be 'well designed, well
analyzed, and accurately reported.’

Do provide the assistant with sufficient orientation to
his duties.

Do teach the assistant as many useful research techniques
as possible,

Don‘t allow slipshod supervision of the assistant; provide
supervision adequate to his needs.

Do communicate to the assistant as positive an evaluation
of his competence as is warranted.

Do provide the assistant with as many opportunities as
possible to interact in varied professional capacities
with senior researchers,

Don't assign the assistant to one specific research
project outside of a research bureau, laboratory, or
center unless you can be certain that good training
opportunities of the type implicit in the ''dos' in
this list exist.

Research assistantship experiences should be required
in all educational research training programs.

16, Academic credit should be granted for research assistantship
exper iefices,

17. Formal structures should be deveioped for coordinating
and monitoring research assistantships within an institution.

18, Models for collaboration between research training
institutions and other research institutions should be
developed for providing assistantship experiences."

Results of their study suggest that:
1. One experierce variable, ie., 'did typing, filing, answering
phone'' and the perception of inadequate supervision
are negatively related to subsequent research productivity.
Hours per week spent on assistantship and tenure of the

research assistantship don't discriminate between productive
and non-productive groups,
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Suggestions from other sources include:

|, “Every candidate for an advanced degree in a scientific
discipline ought to serve an apprenticeship in research,
beginning as soon as he has completed a necessary
modicum of formal study of methods." (Sibley, 1963,
quoted by Worthen and Roaden, 1971)

"1t might be possible for students to be placed for
short periads of time in different settings with the
notion of providing a wide range of experience."
{Bargar, =t.al}, 1970)

Requiring that a) ‘there be a task whose meaning

is clear to the student, b) the student receives in

his placement careful support from his educationaf
institution, and c) reciprocal Tearning among the

student and his work director be assumed." {Corey, 1972)

'The deveiopment of professional personnel in educational
research belongs to the academic community as a whole
not exclusively to the graduate institutions of education."

(Millikan, 1967)

“Procedures for monitoring and evaluating the internship
and intern performance should insure that a) the student
is performing tasks thatmeet his ex, zctations, b) the
agency is benefiting from the experience, c) the problem
areas of the internship are identified to help in
shaping future internship experiences." (1972 Model
Training Project Internship Guidelines)




HETHODOLOGY

This section describes the general methods and procedures used
in this internship study relative to population, instrument development,
data collection, and data analysis.

Population

DPata was collected from two populations: 1) Model Training
Project (MTP) students enrolled in The Ohfo State University Graduate
Faculty of Educational Development from March 13971 to June 1973,
and 2) Nen-MTP Research Associates enrolled in the Faculty of Educational
Development during the 1972-73 calendar year.

Comparisons between these two groups were feasible because both
populations 1) experienced at least one internship, 2) were relatively
the same in number, 3) were involved in graduate coursework in the
£ducational Development Faculty, 4) received pay for their participation
in on-the-job learning experiences, and §) were enrotled in coursework
at Ohio State University at approximately the same time.

Instrument Oevelopment

The questionnaire “sed to collect data was based on: 1) previous
items developed by Worthen and Roaden, Bargar, and Ohio State University

students; 2) questions raised in relevant literature (Worthen and

Roaden, Bargar et al., Gordon, Corey, Millikan, Hopkins, Ryerson);

and 3) perceived information needs regarding the reinitiation of a

research related internship program at 0.5.U.




Content and technical revisions of the ipstrument were made
foliowing a pre-test involving five members from each population.
ltem revisions were based on pre-test participant input in which
the following criteria were appiied to each item:
1. 1tem likely to be answered in the same way by individuals

with opposite attitudes, or by no opne (ie. impossible
to answer).

Item seems subject to varying interpretations.
item obviously irrelevant to obtaining information
regarding this study.
A copy of the final questionnaire appears in Appendix A, and the
accompanying cover letter is inciuded in Appendix B. To increase
the response rate, previously demonstrated successful techniques
{Worthen, and Brzezinski, 1972} were used: 1) typed cover letters
including a personal appeal to respond, 2) inclusion of stamped

return envelopes, and 3) follow-up letters with another questionnaire

enclosed,

Data Collection

On April 12, 1973, a questionnaire, cover letter, and stamped

self-addressed return envelope was mailed to each of the thirty-three

MTP students and thirty=four Non-MTP Educational Development Researc<h
Associates. The first fol low-up packets were mailed to non-respondents

on April 27, 1973. On May 3, 1973, in a telephone follow-up, non=
respondents were asked to choose one of the foliowing options:

1} answering the questionnaire items over the phone, 2) responding

to one of the previously mailed questionnaires, or 3) promising to

complete and return @ third copy that would be mailed to them. On May 10
1973, additional responses were again solicited via telephone. May 17, 1973

was established as the deadline data for accepting questionnaires for
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for analysis. Figure | shows the overall response rate by week for
each poputation. 91% of the MTP's and 93% of the Non-MTF R.A.'s
responded to the questionnaire,

Data Analysis

The computer program PSTAT-CROSSTABS was used to breakdown the
analysis by group (MTP and' Non-MTP) and by total population. The
frequency count and percentage of responses was provided for each
option per item. Most gquestions were structured for easy coding.
Categories for open-ended questions were developed and based upon
the responses of 75% of the returned questionnaires. The open-ended
questions were 2b, 7, 10, 1}, 12b, 44, 4S5, 47, and 48.

The matrix of activities included in the section of guestions
concerning the¢ nature of internship(s) (#20-45) was coded according
to the frequency of an activity's occurrence as well as intern-
perceived value of the activity. Percentages were tabulated for those
activities that were 1) completed often, sometimes, seldom or never
and perceived valuable and 2) completed of ten, sometimes, seldom
or never and perceived not to be valuable by the respondents.

The percentage of respondents in each group who felt each
activity to be valuable was calculated for the twenty-four activities

listed. The frequency of each activity's occurrence was calculated

for each group by adding the responses complieted sometimes and

often. Two pearson-product moment corralations were calculated using
the CPS computer library program CORREQ. The value and freguency

of occurrence for each activity was compared to determine whether

MTP or Non=MTP interns were involived in more activities during their

internships that they perceived as being valuable.

17
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ANALYSTS

Respondent Characteristics

—- Analysis of the Internship Questionnaire was based upon the
responses from thirty-one Model Training Project participants aﬁd
thirty-two Educational Development Graduate Research Associates

who were not participants in the Model Training Project (non-MTP).
The two populations were found to be similar in terms of the number
of respondents in each group, the year they enrolled in the Faculty
of Educational Development, and the average number of internships
experienced.

Questionnaire Analysis

The questionnaire's anaiysis was based upon the MTP and non-MTP
responses to questions concerning:
I. Preparation for Internship(s)
I1. Choice of Internship(s)
ITl. Nature of Internship(s)
1V. Ideal Internship(s}
The responses to questions relating to the above categories will

be presented in the same order as the variables were sequenced in

the Questionnaire. Duye to @ few interns’ lack of response to various

questions, the total percentage for each population does not always

equal 100 percent.

I. PREPARATION FOR INTERNSHIP

Compieted Coursework That Heightened Internship Competence.

Internship data was obtained to determine whether coursework completed
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prior to internships improved competency in completing internship
tasks. Table 1| shows that 71% (N=22) of the MTP respondents and
81.3% (N=26) of the non-MTP respondents indicated completion of
-coursework prior to their internship experience that enabled them
to perform internship tasks with heightened competence.

TABLE 1

Did you complete any coursework prior to your internships
that enabled you to perform your internship tasks with heightened competence?

No Not ﬁbplicable
% f % % f
MTP 71.0 22 19.4 9.7 3

Non=MTP 81.3 26 15.6 0.0 0

CLoursework That Could Have Potentially Heightened Internship

Productivity. As shown in Table 2, less than half of the respondents
in both groups indicated they know of coursework that if completed
prior to internships could have potentially heightened their internship
productivity. Areas of coursework that were specified by both MTP

and non-MTP respondents as potentially increasing internship produc-
tivity included: Survey Research, Statistics and Measurem nt,
Administrative or Project 'danagement, Curriculum or Instructional

Theories, and Computer Programming.




TABLE 2
Do you know of coursework that, if completed prior to internshlps,
would have potentially heightened your internship productivity?

1l. CHOICE OF INTERNSHIP (S}

The variables studied in this category included 1) method of
choosing internship, 2) availability of information concerning
internship positions, 3) occurrence of intern-outcome internship
descriptions, 4) number of alternatives available for internship
choice and 5) conditions whereby non-paying internship positions
would be accepted.

Method of Choosing Internship. Results contained in Table 3

reveal that a greater percentage of Non=MTP students (40.6%, N=13)

found their internships independently of Educational Deveiopment
Programs than MTP participants (9.7%, N=3), The majority of the

MTP respondents chose their internships based upon the advise of

a professor, advisor or project personnel (51.6%, N=16), or were
assigned to internships by professors, advisor, or project personnei
(29.0%, N=9), in comparison, only 6.3% (N=2) of the Non"MTP students
were assigned to internships while 40.6% (N=13) choose internships

based upon the advise of professor, advisor or project personnel.




TABLE 3
How did you choose your internships?

MTP

%

1. Advise of professor/advisor/project
personnel 51.6

2. Assigned by professor/advisor/
project personnel} 2%.0

3. Advise of acqusintance knowledgeabie
of internship 9.7

L. Found independently of Educational
Development program 9.7

Avafilability of Information Concerning Internship Positions.

The results presented in Table 4 reveal that 59.4% (N=19) of the

Non~MTP respondenis as compared to 29% (N=9) of the MTP participants

felt there was not enough information available concerning pos~‘ihle

internship positions.

TABLE 4
Was enough information available concerning possible internship positions?

Always Often Somet imes Se | dom
% f % f % i % f %

9.7 3 [25.8 8 [|32.3 10 {16.1 s {12.9
6.3 2 6.3 2 |25.0 8 {u3.8 14 {15.6

Occurrence of (ntern-Outcome Internship Descriptions. {nternships

were described in terms of intended intern-outcomes (such as artainment

of certain skills and knowledge gained in specific subject areas more
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frequently for MTP particirants than for the Non-MTP's as indicated

in Tabte 5.

TABLE 5
Were internships described in terms of intended intern=-nutcomes?

Always Somet imes
% f % % f

MTP 9.7 3 {22.6 16.1 5
Non=-MTP 6.3 2 {12.5 18.8 6

Number qf Alternatives Available for Internship Choice. Qver

fifty percent of the MTP and the Non-MTP participants had only one
alternative from which to choose an .internship position. The data

in Table 6 indicates 58.1% (N=18) of the MTP respondents and 65.6%
(N=21) of the Non-MTP respondents had one alternative from which to
choose, while 35.5% (N=il) of the MTP and 31.3% (N=10) of the Non-MTP
chose from two to four alternatives.

TABLE 6
From what number of internships did you usually choose?

Atternative(s)




Conditions for Accepting Non~Paying Internships. The results

in Table 7 depict conditions whereby the respondents would accept

an internship position without pay. Twenty=five percent (25%, N=8)
of the MTP participants and 34% (N=11) of the Non-MTP participants
indicated they would not accept a position without pay under any
conditions, On the other hand, %1.9% (N=13) of the MTP and 2i.9%
{N=7} of the Non=MTP respondents indicated they would accept a
non-paying position if they might learn Or enhance specific skil
Other conditions in addition to the options listed included: depends
on economic situation at time, and learning skills with university
credit offered,

TASLE 7
Under what conditions would you accept an internship position without pay?

Conditions Non=-MTP
%

Under no conditions . 344

Learn or enhance
skills 1. i 21.9

if my services were
needed 3.1

If university credit
was offered

Under most conditions

Other

11l. NATURE OF INTERNSHIP(S)

Correlation of Internship to interns Interest. Information was

collected concerning the nature of internships to determine if MTP
3
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and Non-MTP interns were satisfied with their internships. Seventy-two
percent (71.9%, N=23) of the Non-MTP and 67.7% (Ne21)} of the MTP
respondents felt that their internship experiences were positively
correlated to their interests. Only 3,1% (N=1) of the Non-MTP
respondents felt the experience was never correlated while 19.4%

(N=6) of the MTP participants felt it was seldom correlated. Table

8 presents the Likert scaled results for MTP and Non=MTP respondents.

TABLE 8
Were your internship experiences positively correlated to your interests?

Always

of ten

Sometimes

Saldom

% f

% f

% f

% f

32.3 1o
25.0 8

35.5 1N
569 15

12.9
25.0

19.4 6

0.0 0

Nature of Most Internship Activities. When describing the nature

of most of their internship activities, 5i.6% (N=x16) of the MTP
stated evaluation while 43.8% (N-14) of the Non-MTP respondents
indicated development activities. Other respondents stated their
internships were comprised of research and diffusion, development
and evaluation, or administrative activities. The rcsuelts in Table

9 present the nature of most internship activities.




TABLE 9
How would you describe the nature of most of your internship activities?

Nature of Activities HTP Non=-MTP
%

Research 18.8

Deve lopment 43.8
Diffusion 9.4
Evaluation 15.6

Other 12.9

L

Relation of Present Employnent Activities to Nature of Most

Internship Activities. The respondents were asked to compare the

percentage of their present employment activitles to the nature of
most of their internship activities. The resuits indlcat=d that
35.9% {N=11) of the MTP and 40.6% (N=13} of the Non-MTP respondents

have not yet been employed outside their internship positions. Of

those who have, 45.2% (N=14) of the MTP and 37.5% (N=12) of the

Non-MTP respondents relate at least 50% of their present employment
activities to the nature of most of their internship activities.

The results in Table 10 present this breakdown.




TABLE 10
What percentage of your work since internship involvement has been
primarily related to the nature of most of your internship activities?

Percentage

%
0 9.7
1-25 9.7
26-49 0.0

50 6.5
51-74 9.7
75-99 1904
100 9.7

Not Yet Employed 35.5

Amount of Time Spent Working on Internship Tasks/Activities.

The amount of time respondents worked on specific internship tasks
and activities as opposed to irrelevant activities is tabulated

in Table 11, The results indicate that 32.3% (N=10) of the MTP

and 40.6% (N=13) of the Non-MTP respondents spent j00% of their
time working on internship tasks and activities. Computation of

a cumulative percentage reveals that 80.6% (N=25) of the MTP and

84 .4% (N=27) of the Non~MTP participants spent at least 50% of their

time working on internship tasks. Six and one half percent (Nu=2)

of the MTP and 9.4% (N=3) of the Non-MTP respondents spent less

than 504 of their time working on internship tasks and activities.
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TABLE 11
What percentage of your on-the-job time {during interanships)
did you spend working on specific internship tasks/activities?

Percentage Non-MTP
%

0.0
6.3

Extent of Explottation During Interaships. Table 12 reveals

that 50% (N=16) of the Non-MTP respondents indicated they were
seldom or never exploited during internships while 71% (N=22) of
the MTP respondents stated they were seldom or never exploited.

The three respondents who indicated they felt consistently or often

exploited supplied three different expianations: 1) cleric.l nature

of duties assigned, 2) lack of supervision, and 3) personal reasons.

TABLE 12
To what extent were you exploited during internships?

Consistently Often Sometimes
% f % f % f

0.0 0 6.5 2 119.4 6
3.1 1 0.0 0 | 3.4 11
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Supervisor Explanation of Duties. The results in Table 13

indicate that generally, internship supervisors provided sufficient
explanation of duties to MTP and Non~MTP interns.
TABLE 13

in general, did your internship supervisors provide you
with sufficient explanation of your duties?

Always Sometimes Seldom
% f % f % f

5.2 14 6.5 2 112.9

37.5 12 21.9 3.1

Supervisor Availability. As displayed in Table 14, the interns

from both populations agreed that their supervisors were generally
available when needed. Only 12.9% (N=k) of the MTP respondents
and 3.1% (N=1) of the Non~MTP interns indicated that their supervisors
were seldom available while no interns (0%) from either population
stated that their supervisors were never available,

TABLE 14

Were your direct internship supervisors
generally available when you needed them?

Always Somet imes

% f % f

45.2 14 6.5 2
37.5 12 z1.9
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Freedom to Discuss Internship Problems with Supervisor. The

majority of interns from both populations also usually felt free
to discuss internship related problems with their direct internship
supervisor. As indicated in Table 15, seventy-seven percent (77.4%,
N=24) of the MTP and 75.1% (N=24) of the Non-MTP respondents indicated
they usually felt free to discuss internship related problems with
their supervisor. Fifty-four point eight percent {N=i7) of those
in the MTP popuiation and 43.8% (N=14) of those in the Non-MTP
population stated they always felt able to discuss problems.

TABLE 15

Did you usually feel free to discuss Internship related problems
with your direct internship supervisors?

Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never
% f % f % f % f % f

MTP s 8 17 | 22.6 7 9.7 3 9.7 3 0.0 0
Non=MTP 43.8 14 [31.3 10 [18.8 6 6.3 2 0.0 0

Benefit of Internship Work to Supervisors. {n an attempt to

evaluate their utifity as interns, 96.8% (N=30) of the MTP and
87.5% (N=28) of the Non-MTP respondents indicated that their work
was usually of benefit to their internship supervisor. Of these
respondents, (See Table 16}, 41.9% (N=13) of the MTP and 37.5%
(N=12) of the Non=MTP interns indicated that their work was always

of bepefit to their supervisors.
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TABLE 16 )
Was the work performed during internships

of benefit to your internship supervisors?

Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never

% f % f % f % f % f

MTP 0.0 0 [12.9 hL 1 51.6 16 |29.0 9 0.0 0

Non=MTP 0.0 0 9.4 3121.9 7 {43.8 14 {12.5 4

Duplication of Course~Content Areas Between and Among Internship

Experiences. The data presented in Table 17 reveals that course
content areas tended to be duplicated within and/or between internships
more frequently for MTP interns than Non~MTP interns such that
expertise was not expanded. Fifty-six percent (56.3%, N=18) of the
Non=MTP population indicated duplication seldom or never occurred
as compared to 29.0% (N=9) of the MTP interns.

s TABLE 17

Were course content areas duplicated within and/or between
internships such that your expertise was not expanded?

Always Often Somet imes Seldom Never
% f % f % f % f % f

HTP 00 01129 4 151.6 16 (290 9|00 o0

Non-MTP 0.0 0 9.4 31[21.9 7 | 43.8 14 f12.5 4

Practical Knowledge/Skills Gained. The respondents from both

populations felt that the internship experience will be useful in
relaticn to their career goals. Results presented in Table 18

reveal that 96.8% (N=30) of the MTP interns and 90.6% (N=29) of
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the Non=hTP interns stated that they gained practical knowledge ard
skills that will be useful in relation to their career goals.
TABLE 18

Did you gain practical knowledge/skills through internships
that will be useful in relation to career goals?

Yes No Don't Know Yet
% f % f % f
MTP 96.8 30 3.2 1 0.0 0
Non=MTP 90.6 29 0.0 0 9.4 3

Benefit of Internship With Respect to Total Program of Study.

At the time of the survey, 54.8% (N=17) of the MTP interns and
43.8% (N=14) of the Non-MTP participants stated that they considered
their internship experience as being the most personally beneficial
aspect of their program of study. On the other hand, 29% (N=9)
of the MTP respondents and 37.5% (N=12) of the Non-MTP participants
indicated that the internship experience was not the most beneficial
aspect of their program of study. These results are presented in
Table 19.

TABLE 19

Do you view Your internship experiences as being
the most personally beneficial aspect of your program of study?

Yes No bon't Know Yet___
% f % T % f
MTP 54 .8 17 29.D 9 16.1 5
Non-MTP 43.8 14 37.5 12 12.5 b
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Frequency of Occurrence and Perceived Value of Specific Internship

Activities. A matrix including twenty-four internship activities was
presented to the respondents to determine perccived value of each
activity and the frequency (Often, Sometimes, Seldom, Never) with
which they engaged in each.

The following tables show a ranking of activities in descendling
order-aeeording to-value for MIP- (Table 20)--and-Non=MTP- (Table 2})
responses. Percentages of respondents who perceived each activity
to be valuable, are also displayed by group. Activities that were
most frequently perceived to be valuable by MTP interns (71%, N=22)
were: writing reports, interpreting data, constructing instruments,
designing a study, ané conducting a study. The activities that were
most frequently perceived to be valuable by Non~MTP intérns were:
problem conceptualizing (81.3%, N=26), designing a study (78.1%, N=25),
assisting in administrative duties (75.0%, N=24), proposal writing
(71.9%, N=23), and gathering data for thesis or dissertation (71.9%,
N=23).

Percentages of MTP (Table 20) and Non*MTP (Table 21) respondents
who participated in each activity frequently, ie, often or sometimes,
are also displayed.

Results shown in Table 20 indicate that the three activities
perceived to be valuable by the highest percentage of MTP interns
were also the activities in which the highest percentages of MTP
interns participated most frequently. These activities were: report
writing, completed frequently by 87.5% (N=27); data interpretation,
completed frequently by 71.0% (N=22); and instrument construction,

completed frequently by 7i.0% (N=22),
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TABLE 20

26

Value Ordered Activities and Freguency
With Which They Occurred By Percentage of MTP Group

34

Percent of MTP
R Rank. Percent of MTP  fWho Pgr?icipated In Activity
ccording|Who Felt Activity] Activity Often
To Value | To Be Valuable or Sometimes
1. -~ J1.0 - B7.5 ~{Wrote reports - -
71.0 71.0 Interpreted data
71.0 71.0 Constructed instruments
71.0 58.1 Designed a study
71.0 54 .8 Conducted a study
2 67.8 51.2 Wrote a proposal
67.8 Lbz.0 Conducted a pilot,
developmental or field
. test -
3 64 .6 6h.6 Interviewed or observed
subjects
4 . 58.2 9.7 - | Wrote articles
58.2 29.1 Designed statistical
analysis
58.1 64.5 Conceotualized a problem
6 5L.9 25.9 Workeu with computer
programs .
7 51.6 L5.2 Assisted in administrative
duties
8 48.5 61.4 Administered or scored
instruments
9 48.3 25.9 Participated in internship
seminars at 0.5.U.
10 41.9 19.3 Produced curriculum materials
1 38.7 25.8 Assisted in teaching course
38.7 16.1 Gathered data for thesis or
dissertation
12 35.5 42 .1 Reviewed/abstracted literature
35.5 58.0 Made tables, graphs, or charts
35.5 16.1 Participated in consortium
agency seminars
13 22.6 22.6 Received 0.5.U. credit through
non 0.5.U, agency
14 3.2 38.7 Did collating, duplicating,
tallying
15 0.0 22.6 Did tzging, filing, answering
phon




TABLE 21
Value Ordered Activities And Frequency
With Which They Occurred By Percentage of Non MTP Group

Percent of
Non=MTP

Who Felt Activity

To Be Valuable

Rank
According
To Value

Percent of Non=MTP
Who Participated |n
Activity Often
or Sometimes

Activity

813

78.1
75.0

71.9
71.9

68.8
68.8

68.8
68.8
65.6

62.6
62.6
62.6

43.8
58.4

37.6
15.6

31.3
50.0
46.9
74.9
10.6
3.4
43.8
31.3

9.4

750 |

Conceptualized.a problem.

Oes igned a study

Assisted in administrative
duties

Wrote a proposal

Gathered data vor thesis

or dissertation

Worked with computer
programs

interviewed or observed
subjects

Conducted a study

Wrote reports

Oesigned statistical
aralysis

Assisted in teaching course

Constructed instruments

Conducted pilot, develop=
mental or field tests

Participated in internship
seminars

Produced curriculum material
Interpreted data

Wrote articles

Administered or scored
instruments

Reviewed/abstracted |iterature

Made tables, graphs, charts
Participated in consortium
agency semipars

Received 0.5.U, credit through
non 0.5.U, agency

0id collating, duplicating,
tallying

0id typing, filing, answering
phones




Examination of results in Table 21 shows the activity percelved
to be valuable by the highest percentage of Non-MTP respondents was

also the activity in which the highest percentage of Non-MTP's

participated‘most frequently. Further positive relationshlps between

value and occurrence of activities are not as strong. The next
three most frequently experienced activities were: report writing,

—...frequently experienced. by 74.9% (N=24), percelved valuable by 68.8%

o — - ————— e —_—

(N=22); data interpretation frequently experienced by 71.9% (N=23),
perceived valuable by 59.5% (N=19); and reviewing/abstracting
literature experienced by 65.6% (N=21), perceived valuable by 47.0%
(N=15).

In order to compare and determine whether MTP or Non-MTP interns
were completing more activities and tasks during their internship
experience that they perceived as being valuable, two pearson-product
moment correlations were calculated using the data from Tables 20
and 21, Each activity was paired on the two variables: perceived
value and frequency of occurrence. The results presented in Table
22 indicate there is a higher correlation, therefore, a stronger
relationship between the variables for MTP interns. The correlation
coefficient from the MTP population is .54 while the Non=MTP population's
coefficient is .21. The magnitude of these coefficient differences
implies that MTP students may have been engaged in more activities

they perceived as being valuable than Non-MTP Research Associates.
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TABLE 22
Perceived Value of Activity Compared to Frequency
of Occurrence for MTP and Non-MTP Interns

MTP Non=MTP

r= L5437 L2106
1. Mean Value Judgement 49.37 57.85
2. Mean Frequenﬁy - e T 40.72

By comparing the means of the value variable for MTP and Non-MTP
populations, it appears that the Non-MTP respondents gave an overall
higher value rating to the twenty-four activities. However, the two
groups similarly rated the frequency of occurrence for the activities.

The breakdown by population for each of the twenty~four activities
is included in Appendix C, showing 1)} the percentage of respondents
who perceived each activity to be valuable and frequently participated
in it {sometimes and often); 2) the percentage of respondents who
perceived each activity to be valuable and infrequently participated
in it (seldom and never); 3) the percentage of respondents who did
not perceive each activity to be valuable but frequently participated
in it; and 4) the percentage of respondents who did not perceive
each activity to be valuable and infrequently participated in it.

Differences between the populations concerning perceived value
and frequency of activity occurrence are most apparent in ten activities.

Data interpretation was freguently experienced by 71% of both populations;

however, a higher percentage of MTP interns than Non-MTP interns
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perceived data interpretation to be valuable. Typing, filing, and

answer ing phones was not perceived to be valuable by either population,

but was completed frequently by a higher percentage of Non=MTP

interns. Two activities that were perceived more valuable by a

higher percentage of Non-MTP than MTP respondents were assisting

in teaching courses and gathering information for thesis and dissertation.
Three activities that were perceived to be valuable and experienced
frequently by a greater percentage of Non-MTP than MTP interns

were producing curriculum, assisting in adninistrative activities,

and .conccptualizing @ problem. Although more MTP interns participated,
three activities were perceived to be valuable by a higher percentage
of Non-MTP than MTP interns. These activities were participation

tn internship seminars at 9,5,U,, participation in consortium agency
seminars, and receiving 0.5.U. credit through non 0.5.U. based agencies.
1V. 1DEAL INTERNSHIP

ldeal Range of Alternatives From Which to Choose Internship

Position. Questions were asked to determlne student ideals concerning
internship experiences. &1] of the respondents in both populations
felt an intern should ideally be able to choose a position from

more than one alternative. The results in Table 23 show 51.6% (N=16)
of the MTP interns and 59.4% (N=19) of the Non-MiP interns opting

for an ideal choice range of from 2-5 internship positicnS,




TABLE 23
What is the ideal range of alternatives
from which one should choose an internship position?

Alternatives Non=MTP

% %

2-5 51.6 59.4
6=10 32.3 15.6

=15 3.2 3.1
16-20 6.5 9.4

Ideal Structural Arrangement of Internships. From an intern

perspective, respondents were asked to define the ideal structure of
internships in terms of variety of internship experiences, amount

of time spent per week (part or full time) and tenure per internship.
The response stated by the highest parcentage of MTP (29.0%, N=9)
and Non~MTP interns (34.4%, N=11)--neither of which nears majority
agreement-~was to have one part~time internship position per quarter
throughout the entire program of study. More MTP interns (25.8%,
N=8) than Non-MTP interns (3.1%, N=1} felt that many short=~term
internships (part-time positions ranging from two weeks to a quarter
in duration) should be interwoven throughout 3 student's program of
study. Other alternative suggestions were based on combinations of
the structured responses, and on the nature of specific types of

positions. Table 24 summarizes this breakdown by population.




TABLE 24
1f you could have designed your own internship program,
how would you have arranged it?

Aiternatives Non=NT?
% f

Interwoven as many 5.1
short-term intern-

ships as time

permitted.

Engaged in as many

one quarter parte

time internships

as time permitted.

Held one jart-time 29.0
internship position

per quarter through-

out entire program

of study.

Held one full=time 6.5
(b0 hr. week)

internship for ore
quarter,

. Held one full-time 3.2 9.4
internship position
in three quarters.

6. Other 19.3 31.3

Onset of Internship In Relation to Coursework. In relation to

coursework, the majority (50.0%, N=16) of the Non-MTP interns felt
that internship experiences should begin concurrently with the onset
of coursework. However, MTP intern responses were more diversified.
Their three most frequent responses concerning when internships

should begin were: 1) concurrently with the onset of coursework
(32.3%, N=10); 2) after completion of one quarter of coursework
(35.5%, N=11); and 3) after completion of three quarters of coursework
(22.6%, N=7). Table 25 presents the breakdown of responses for both

populations.
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TABLE 25
relation to coursework, when should internship experiences begin?

Alternatives Non-MTP
% % f

Concurrently with 32.3 50.0 16
onset of coursework.
After completion of 35.5 18.8 6
one quarter of
coursework,
After completion 22.6 12.5
of 3 quarters of
coursework.
After completion 3.2 3.1
of all coursework.
. Other 6.4 15.7

Iaéai Location for Internship(s). 1In addition, respondents

were asked to define the ideal location for internships. The
alternative receiving the most responses from both MTP (&1.9%, N=13)
and Non-MTP (&46.9%, N=15) was to have an equal amount of internship
alternatives on and off campus. The results presented in Table 26
show the complete breakdown,

TABLE 26
Ideally, where should internships be located?

Alternatives Non—MTP

f

1. On campus only.

2, Mainly on campus
with several off
campus .

. Equally on and
of f campus.

. Mainly off campus
with several on
campus.

. Off campus only.




Internship Mandate. In order to further probe the intern-

perceived value of this learning mode, students were asked if they

felt at least one interaship was necessary for each Educational

Development student. Overall response was affirmative with more

NonMTP students (93.8%, N=30) than MTP students (80.6%, N=25)

willing to back this recommendation. Table 27 summarizes this

finding.

TABLE 27

Do you feel that at least one internship is necessary
for each Educational Development student?

Yes No No Response

% f % % f

MTP 80.6 25 9.7 9.7 3
Non*MTP 93.8 30 6.3 0.0 0
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MAJOR FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS

The major findings and implications are listed under the major
headings of 1) Preparation of Internship(s), 2) Choice of Internship(s),

3) Nature of internship(s), and 4) ideal Internship(s).

Preparation for Internship(s)

1. Coursework completed prior to internship experience
improved the competence of Interns.

2, For some students, additional coursework completed

prior to the internship experience would have increased
their productivity.

Choice of Internship(s)

i. The means of choosing internships differed for MTP
and nonMTP irterns. A larger percentage of MTP than
non-MTP interns were assigned Internship positions
while a larger percentage of non-MTP interns found
their internship positions Independently of the
Educational Development Program.

2, Generally, adequate information from which to choose
an internship position was not available for the majority
of interns.

3. The majority of both MTP and non-MTP interns had only

one alternative from which to choose an internship
position.

Nature of Internship(s)

1. The majority of MTP and non-MTP finterns felt thelr intern-
ship experiences were positively correlated to their
Interests,

2. The nature of most internship activities differed for
MTP and non-MTP interns. A larger percentage of MTP
than non-MTP interns participated in evaluation activities
while non-MTP interns were mostly fnvolved in developmental
activities.
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Few interns were exploited during internship experiences.

Supervisors usually provided sufficient explanation of
duties and were available when needed.

MTP and non=MTP interns usually felt they were able to
discuss internship related problems with their dlrect
supervisors.

The majority of interns from both. populations felt the
work they completed was of benefit to their supervisors,

The overwhelming majority of MTP and non=MTP interns
felt they gained practical knowledge from their
internship that will be useful in relation to their
career goals.

The overall majority of the interns (58% of the MTP
and 4% of the non~MTP) considered the internship
experience to be the most beneficial aspect of their
program of study,

MTP interns may have been engaged in more activities
that they perceived as being valuable than non=MTP
interns,

ldeal iInternship(s)

'0

There should be more than one alternative from which
to choose an internship position.

No specific structural arrangement in terms of variety
of intetnship experiences, amount of time spent, or
tenure was agreed upon by the majority of interns.
However, most interns felt that one part~time internship
position per quarter throughout their entire program

of study was ideal.

Differences were found between groups regarding when
internship experiences should begin in relation to
coursework. The majority of non“MTP interns felt
internships should commence concurrentiy with the
onset of coursework while MTP interns were more
diversified in opinion.

Internships should be located equally on and off campus.
The majority of interns felt at ieast one internship

experience should be required of each Educational
Deve lopment student.
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CONCLUS ION

tn conclusion, QSY intern-input concerning what did and ideally
should transpire, when synthesized with recent research-input concerning
how internships should take place, enables answers to the question,
‘How should this Faculty structure, manage, and monitor internships
in the future?" to take the form of the following recommendations:

1. Invoive each 0SU Educational Pevelopment student in at
least one internship without any rigid work~time or
internship-tenure requirements.

2. Contact and secure enough internship locations and
supervisors to allow students a choice of from 2-5
on as well as off-campus positons (per quarter if
the students so desire).

3. Acquire and disseminate infor.aation regarding
available internship positions.

L, Monitor internship experiences in such a way that
a) intern involvement in activities such as typing,
filing, and answering phones can be quickly alleviated, and
b) intern involvement in activities that positively
correlate to his values and needs is maximized.




e kg
._a‘f?‘:v‘ L3

e :_5:".74?

t.f LN y—raeey

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bargar, Robert R., Okorodudu, Corahann P., Durorkin, Edward P.
Investidation of Factors Influencing The Trainind of Educational
Researchers. Final Report U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Project No. 3191. Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State
University Research Foundation, 1970, p. 96.

Report contents include: 1) a descriptlion of Ohio State University
(Faculty of Educational Development) undergraduate and graduate
programs developed since 1967; 2) evaluation data derived from the

first experimental undergraduate group; and 3) implications of the
programs.

Corey, John F. A Brief History of Service Learning Internship Programs.
North Carolina: State Board of Higher Education, 1972, pp. 1-3.

The North Carolina Internship Office was established in 1969 by the
Southern Regional Education Board and the North Carolina Department
of Administration. The goal is to provide every N, C, college student
the opportunity of a three-month community-based internship experience.
The paper focuses on the rationale, history, and nature of state
supported service~learning.

Millikan, Nancy. The Development of Professional Personnel Research:
Summary. Cooperative Research Project No. S~BB7-6%. New York:
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1967, p. 13,

Reported are data, from catalogues of 110 graduate institutions,

case studies of selected research organizations, and interviews

with 20 people, that were analyzed to examine the Institutional and
training arrangements that may be reiated to researcher productivity.

Model Training Project. 'lInternship Guidelines." Columbus, Ohio: The
Ohio State University, 1972, pp. 1-3.

Guidelines included present an attempt to make effective and meanlngful
the internships of participants in The Ohio State University Model
Training Project. Possible internship settings, and suggestions
concerning internship duration, amount of University credit, contract
components are included,

46




39

Ryerson, Norman. Exploratory Study and Planning For a Fourth-Year Paid
internship Teacher Education Program For Both Elementary and Secondary
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level skills required of teachers.

Worthen, B., Brzezinski, E. An Experimental Study Of Techniques To improve
Response Rates Of Mailed Questionnaires. Boulder, Colorado: Laboratory
of Educational Research, University of Colorado, 1972.

An investigation of techniques used to maximize response rates was
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INTERNSHIP QUESTIONNATRE
::cplntify first year in 0,5.U. Faculty of Educational Development for sny of these three categorics that
y to you:
Underpradunte: 68; 169 70; I; 72

+67; '68; : —_
Model Training Project Sthdent: Vv30; Y11; ™
Fon'MIT Graduate Research Associafe: I i Y 7

DEFINITGE:  Intemship-leaming by working wnder the persomal divection ©f at least one professionsl
person, for vhich you recetved pay andfor credit, i.e, activities other than

gﬁ"" coursewotk.
rgraduate Intemships-intemships held vhile porticipating in Wouvrgpraduste

Educational Development Research Frot'rn.

Hodel Training Project !ntem-‘t'!u-lntemships held while participating in the
Hodel Tralning Project.

Non MT? Graduste R.A. Intefnships-Graduste K.A. positions held while an Lduca-
ticnal lopsent student.

Please provide the following information conceming each intermship:
Place Dites (to/from) Mafor Work Tesks

1t Intemship
ind Internship
3rd Internship
4th Intemnship

WPORTANT: PLEASE RISPOND TO THE RBWINDER OF THE QUESTIGNMAIRE ACCORUING TO YOUR INTERNSHIP EXPERIENCES

A gp—

PLACE A OECK (OR RESPONSE, WHERE IHDICATED) IN ONE OF THE SPACES pROVIDLD FER (UESTION:
1. OONCERNING PREFARATION FOR INTERNSHUP(S)

1. Did you complete any coursework prior to your intermships that ensbled you to perform your intem-
tasks with heightensd cometence?
—Jes N Not applicahle

2. Do you know of coursework that, if cospleted prior tu intamships, would have potentially heightens
od your i.ntem':hip productivity?
—Yes o

1f Yes, please specify areas of coursework:
11, CONCERNING CHOICE OF INTERNSAIP(S)

3. How did you choose your intermships?
_Mvice of pmfessorl.?vlsorlpmject personnel
Assjgned by professor/advisor/protect personnel
Advice of scquaintance knewledgeable of intemnships under consideration
independently of Educational Development progrems

4, Was enough information_ivallable tonceming pussibre intemship positions?
_ Aways  __Often/Ususlly __ﬁnelzzlms __Seldom  __ MNever

$. Neye internships described in terms of intended intem-outcomes™ ‘such a$ attainment of certain
skills, lnowledge to m goined in specific subject matter areas, etc.}
oft 11y

— Mways —_ Sometimes . _Seldon __Never
6, From shat nwber of internships did you usually choose?
1
.4
%7
— .lo

7. inder Yot condftions would You sccept an intemship position without pay?
r to conditions
£ I might leurn or ehance Specific skills
—1{ 1y sepvices were needed or wanted
U university credit vas offered
lnder most conditions
Other: pirase speclfy:

111, CONCERNING NATURE OF INTERKSHIP(S) |

B, Were your intemship experier-.. posttively corvelated t0 1
Always __Often/Ustally _Saletl.;es 1 iSe g-w interegsn.r

9. How would Kou describe the nature of must of your internship sctivities?
Researc

" Devel t
iffuJon
_bvaluation
10. What percentage of your work since internship imvolvement has been primarily yelated to the

nature of sost of Your intemship aciivities a3 you delineated it in the 2
{please tross out this question if you have ot ;et h:ld ..joeg) previous question

11, what persentage of your cn-the. job time (du intemnshi
prrslot N T O it Job time {during ps} did you spend working on specific

12, To what extent were you exploited during internships?
Consistently Of ten/Usual 1y Sometimes 1dom Fe
I you checked efthet Consistently, or OTTEn/tisual 1y, pleasc""'s:pecify h&“mﬁm exploited:

4 9 {over)




hj - ‘ I Ty
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13, In peneral, did your jnternship supervisors pm!de )mu wuh sufricieu explanation of your duties?
. Aays _Diten/Usually —_Somerimes _ Never

14, Weve your direct intemship supervizors genevslly milable when you needed thea?
Aays _ OftenfUsually _ Sometimes | Seldm  __ Mever

15. Did you usually fecl free to discuss internship-releted problens with your divece internship super-

visors?
. Alvays __Often/Usually . Sometimes __Seldom __Never
16. Mas a;t: y:orh you ﬁ:::?::a clhin;ing itc-mshimf bme_ti& i:olm your !mc@ip supervisors?
17. :;;c_‘ ;tmm cm;gm arcas duplicated within and/o? between intemships such that your espertise
—Avays © _ Oftenflisually | Sowstimes  _ Seldom  _ Mever
18. Zammy?agg:ir pructical knowledpe/skills through internships that will be useful in relation to

s No__ Don't know yer

19. Do you view your intemship cxperiences as being the most personally beneficisl aspect of your
Program of study?
Yes Mo ___Don't know yet

FIRSY:
Theek frequency of occurrence for Ui.cf'ml Ourge activiei 1
each internship activity. wire vﬂﬁﬁ: e heve peon Tutu)

1:., or n% have been valuable

ST

[TRTen] Some- | 5e 100my eV er'] have tecn
pimes valuahlc

_ “RO.----Assisted in achlnistﬂtive duriegroeees ereses e ces 2,

1. --»-Designed 8 Study-ssoc creeecnomeimiesmrrremee caens v-21.
2.----Conducted & Study-me-seememeccccommicnaens semsemenes 2.
P3. *----Rcvieucdfnhstuc!ed Literaturg--sssereesmenrercsmnans 23.
4 - - -(onceptual ized a problm« ---------------------------- .,
5.« r--Wrotc & prOposal.seesremmeevemmere e wr e mwimeaaa25,
s ----ac’sli‘emrdii;atisticﬂ mlysis-- --------- TS
===-Morked with Computer Programe-- «ssseesesmecremesanans 27.
«==--Intervieved or observed suhjects ------- Hemersmmeemaes a8,
_BD.ee-Constructed instruments----c--cccemmccccmicenas srueecll,
B0 ----Adninistercd or acored SNSETURCNTS---csmmccnmess Earls. ) B
1.esssInterproted daiz----- Semsmemsmeessns trrssssmesamen e «3.
eecAssisted In tepching courses-~-rommccrccronns sremmres 32,
3---"9i6 ty‘ung. Fi14nR, enswering phone-----=secemeioved.38)
A.----Did collating, duplicating, tallylnges-=-ssecmermen 34,
§.-.--Made tables, Rraphs, OF chartg-=se-=r wseseveses =---35,
6.----Krotc reparu-------' ------------- westcommmann wemmmene 36.
T.====Wrote Articlos-=vererercmermrerrcrrrersenminerasnmnes 37,
8 .----Cathered data for thesis or dissertation---v-eevue - =38,
9, --=Produced curticulut materials-remcme seromaiicnrsiaams +39,
0, ...-Conducted rilor, davel tal or ficld tests------ -4,
R, - - -ParticiPated jn inzernship swuinars at 0.5 --eoemne 41.
H2,--- -Participaced In consortium szency seminarse ---eme-ee 42.
3..-Roteived 0.5.0. credit through non-0.5.1, agency----+43.
4. --e-(ther: please specu‘:y R et L
B5.«---Other: please speci LI

IV. CONCERNING JDEAL IHTERNSHIP(S)

4. tﬂu; is the ideal range of alternatives from which cne should choose an internship position?
=5
—6-10
i § 55 1
"_16-20

47, If you could have designed your own imemshi? program, how would you have arrangel it?
—_interwoven as many short-vemn internch ps <time positions ranging fron 2 weeks to a
rt:; ?r move in duration) as time ni;:niued nt ine permitted
A nas one-quarter Tart-t nternshins as tine t
“ﬂbldgonc wt-“.l:l internship BO‘ltim per quartcr throughout entire program of study
“"YHeid one {ull.vime (40 hr. } intemship position for che quarter
Held one full-time (40 hr. week) .nternship posivrion for three quArters
T_hither: please specify:

43, In relation po courséwork, when should internshin experiences oegint
__Concurrently with enset of coursework
Al't.er camletion of one quarter of coursework
"“A.ter completion of three quarters of coursework
T After completion of all coursework
T_Uther; please specify:

49, tdeally, where should internships be Jocated?
On-campus only
—"Maml,; on-campus with several off-carpus
1ly on ad of {-camgpuis
""'Ihinly of f-CAmpuS with several on campus.

—_Dff-campus only
S0, Do you feel that at least one internshin is necessary for each Educationsl fevelopruent student?
Yes No
Q — —_— 5 O

ERIC
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THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

April 14, 1973

Dear Robin:

The Ohio State University was funded in 1971 to develop a Model Training
Project to train educational evaluators. That project is nearing completion
and, in order to fulfill certain commitments, we need your help. ’

if you would kindly and quickly fill out and return the enclosed question-
naire, we can (1) conclude a government-requested internship evaluation
report due June 30, 1973, and (2) generate a revised set of internship
quidelines to go into effect summer quarter, 1973, at 0SU.

We would like you to respond to the questionnaire even though you might not
have been a MTP student; we are contacting all present Educational Develop~
ment undergraduate students in order to provide a more complete picture of
internship experiences.

Your questionnaire has a code number simply for the purpose of checking
off incoming returns. Al! information, of course, will be analyzed and
reported in group statistics only. A stamped return envelope is enclosed

for your convenience.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Dr. Robert Bargar
Associate Professor
Faculty of Educational Development

PB:nbf
Enc.
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Breakdown By Activity of Comparison Between Value Variable
and Frequency of Occuirence Varfablie for MTP and
Non=MTP Interns

TASLE 28

Assisted in Administrative Activities

Valuable + Valuable + tot Valuable + |Mot Valuable +
Frequent infrequent Frequent Infrequent
% f % f % f % f
MTP 35.5 11 16,1 S 9.7 3 32.2 10
NON-MTP 50.0 16 25,0 8 9.4 3 12.6 4
TABLE 29
Design a Study
Valuable + Valuable + NotIValuable + {Not Valuable +
frequent infrequent Frequent Infrequent
% f % f % f % f
MTP 51.6 16 19.4 6 6.5 2 16.1 5
NON=-MTP 40,6 13 37.5 12 3.1 ] 12.5 h
TABLE 30
Conducted a Study
Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + | Not Valuable +
frequent _ Infrequent Frequent Infrequent
% f % f % f % f
MTP 51,6 16 19,4 6 3.2 ' 16.1 5
NON-MTP 40.6 13 28.2 9 6.3 2 15.6 5




MTP

NON-MTP

NTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

TABLE 31

Reviewed or Abstracted Literature

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + [Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent | Frequent Infrequent
% f FA f % L f

25.9 8 9,7 3 16.2 5 45,2 14

L0.6 I3 12.6 4 25.0 8 18.7 6
TABLE 32

Conceptualized a Problem

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + }Not Valuable +
Frequent infrequent Frequent Infregquent
% f % f % f % f
51.6 16 6.5 2 12.9 4 22.6 7
62.5 20 18.7 6 12.5 4 0.0 0
TABLE 33
Wrote a Proposal
Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + | Not valuable +
freguent Infrequent frequent {infrequent
% f FA f % f % f
22.6 7 45,2 14 28.6 8 16.1 5
3.3 10 40.6 13 6.3 2 18.7 6
TABLE 34
Designed Statistical Analysis
Vatuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + { Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent infrequent
% f % f % f % f
19.4 4 38.8 12 9.7 3 25.8 8
bo. 6 i3 25.0 8 0.0 0 31.3 10

by




MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON=-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

TABLE 35

Worked With Computer Programs

hs

Valuable + Valuable + | Not Valuable + [Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent I1nfrequent
% f % f % f % f
19.4 6 35.5 1l 6.5 2 32.3 10
31.3 10 37.6 12 0.0 0 28.2 9
TABLE 36

Interviewed or Observad Subjects

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + [Not Valuable +
Frequent infrequent Frequent Infrequent
% f % f % f % f

54,9 17 9.7 3 9.7 3 22,6 7
40.6 13 28,2 9 9.4 3 18.7 6
TABLE 37

Constructed Instruments

Valuable + Valuable + ot Valuable + {Not Valuable +
Freguent Infrequent Frequent infrequent
% f % f % f % f
58,1 18 12.9 4 12.9 4 9.7 3
43,8 14 18,8 6 12.5 4 18.8 6

TAsLE 38
Administered or Scored Instruments

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + | Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent Infrequent
% f % f % f % f
38.8 12 9.7 3 22.6 7 22,6 7
37.5 12 9.4 3 15.6 5 34,4 11

56




MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

Mre

NON~MYTP

MTP

NON-MTP

TABLE 39
{nterpreted Data

Valuable + Valuabie + Not Valuable + {Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent {nfrequent
% f % f % f % f

61.3 19 9.7 3 9.7 3 16.2 5
50.0 16 9.4 3 21.9 7 12.6 4
TABLE 40

Assisted in Teaching Courses

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + |Not Valuable +
fFrequent infrequent fFrequent {nfrequent
% f y A f % f % f

12.9 Y 25.8 8 12.9 by 45.1 14
L. 4 1 28.2 9 0.0 0 31.2 i0
TABLE 1

Typing, Filing, Answering Phones

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + |Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent infrequent
% f % f % f % f
0 0 0 0 22.6 7 7h.2 23
9.4 3 3.1 1 25,1 8 56.3 18

TABLE 42
Collated, Duplicated, Tallied

Valuable + vValuable + Not Valuable + | Not Valuable +
Frequent infrequent frequent infrequent
% f % f % f % f
3.2 | 0 0 35.5 n 5h.9 17
9.4 3 9.4 3 31.3 10 43.8 4
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MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

TABLE 43

Made Tables, Graphs and Charts

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + |[Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent infrequent
% f % f % f % f

29.9 9 6.5 2 29.0 9 32.3 10
18.8 6 25.0 8 37.5 12 15.7 5
TABLE &4
Wrote Reports

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + |Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent iInfrequent
% f % f % f _ % f

61.3 19 9.7 3 16,2 5 9.7 3
56.2 18 12.5 L 18.7 6 9.4 3
TABLE 4§
Wrote Articles

Valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + [Not Valuable +
Frequent infrequent Frequent infrequent
% f % f % f _ % f

6.5 2 k1,7 13 3.2 I 29. 1 9

9.4 3 _ 56,9 18 6.3 2 31.3 10

| }
TABLE 46

Gathered Data For Thesis or Dissertation

Valuable + Valuablie + Not Valuable + [Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent Infrequent
% f % f % f % f

16.1 5 22.6 7 0,0 0 54.9 17
15.6 5 56.3 18 0.0 0 21.9 7

28
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MTP

NON=-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

MTP

NON-MTP

TABLE 47

Produced Curriculum Materials

Conducted Pilot, Developmental or Field Tests

valuable + Valuable + Not Valuable + [Not Valuable +
Freguent infrequent Frequent {nfrequent
% f % f % f % f
19.3 6 22.6 7 0.0 0 51.7 16
25.9 8 37.5 12 9.4 3 28.1 9
TABLE 48

Valuable + Valuable + Not Vatuabie + [Not Valuable +
Frequent inf requent F requent Infrequent
% f _% f % f % f
35.5 i 32,3 10 6.5 2 19.4 6
21.9 7 40.6 13 9.4 3 25.0 8
TABLE 49
Participated in Internship Seminars at 0.S.uU,
valuabie + Valuable + Not Valuable + |Not Valuable +
Frequent {nfrequent Frequent Infrequent
% f % f A f % f
19,4 6 29.0 9 6.5 2 38.8 12
3.1 1 59.4 19 6.3 2 25.0 8
TABLE 50

Participated in Consortium Agency Seminars

Valuable + Vatuable + Not Valuable + |Not Valuable +
Frequent Infrequent Frequent infrequent
% f % f % f % f
12.9 4 22.6 7 3.2 | 4.8 17
3.1 1 4o.7 13 0.0 0 bo.6 13

99
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MTP

NON-MTP

Received 0.5.U, Credit Through Non-0.5.U. Agency

TASLE 51

Valuable + Vatuable + Not Valuable + |[Not Valuable +
frequent Infrequent - frequent Infrequent
% f % f % f % f

0.0 0 3.3 10 0.0 0 62.5 20

&
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